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EMPIOYERT Allen' s Auto SUPP],Y

lssuE: Whether the claimant was unemployed wit'hin the meaning of
section 2O(1) of the Law; and whether the Claimant was able to
work, available for work and actively seeking work within the
meaning of Section 4 (c) of the Law.

NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FBOM IHIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND. THE APPEAL MAY BE TAKEN IN PERSON

OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE SUPERIOH COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE COUNW IN MARYLAND IN

WHICH YOU RESIDE.

THE pERroD FoB FruNG AN AppEAL ExprREs AT MIDNTcHT sepLemlcer 22 ' L982

- APPEARANCES -
FoR THE 6LAIMANT: FOR THE EMPLOYER:

REVIEW ON THE RECORD

Upon review of the record in this case, the Board of Appeals
rEverses the decislon of the Appeals Referee vrith regard to both
section 4(c) and section 2o(1) of the MaryLand UnemPlol.ments
Insurance Law.
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_)- Appeal No. 04262

In reviewing the record in this case, the Board has disregarded
Ehe Claimana's sLatement on the Form EsA 221'/222 ' At two separ-

"I" p"i"t" during the hearing, the Claimants attempted to explain
or <iuarity the statemenEs h; had made which were recorded on

itrac'torm. Both times, the claimants was not allowed to complete

".- ""pfi""tion 
by the ApPeaIs Referee.' Ttre Appeals. Referee then

;i"";I:/ misled the claimint into believing that his staEements

"" if-rJ 221/222 would not be considered as part of Ehe t",": ?11
that there was no necessiEy for further explanaEion' conslderJ-ng
ini" f""t, it was grossly unfair of the Appeals Referee to later
use this staEements as a Lasis for one of the crucj'al findings of
i""t.--tfr. Board concludes that, in these circumstances' iE is

""i-it 
to use the staiement on that form against Lhe claimant '

;;;-lh. Board has disregarded any starements on the Form 22L/222

in rendering this review.

The' claimanE was the president of tshe corporation which -ran
nii.rr'= AuEo supply company. This company- was destroy-ed by f-i-re

or, 
.rlfr"".y 

!7:- fg82. -nrii.,g the week following February 17'

rlai -i"J up untiL about Febiuary 25, Lg82' the claimant spent
;;J ;i iris working hours activelv arransing to find a new

location for ALlen'" ^"t. 
-s"ppiv rfris iltivi-ty was done- with

it . 
-' 

"*p..t"tion 
that ttre insuiin8e money for the craim would be

prompt Iy Paid.

After a few days, it became apparent that 
-the 

insurance, :-"1!?1I
nas not going t.o promptly pay the cIFJm' .There was a suspaclon
;;-";;,- .rrd th. i"""?i".t' "impanv 

had not paid the claim as of
;";.;' "i 

cfr" hearing ' The cGimanE turned this matter over to
an attorney.

Thec}aimantisunabletodoanythingtogetbackinbusiness.
untsil the insurance company setEies ' He spent a small amounE of
Iii!- a"i1i"g n'itn the aftairs of the business' but no sub-

"il'i.r;i--i"7iod- 
oi iG" - rr"" been spenr on rhe af fairs of the

;;;i;;;; iince the week endins Februarv 27 ' 1982 ' rhe corpora-
ti"" ti" "" 

income ana pays- the Claimant no income for his
effort6.

on approximately March 1, L982, the Claimants began searching for
i"rf.-i" in. field he was familiar with, t hat is, auto parts
;"1"; . The claimant. is relling prosp_ective employers .that he

iili""a" 
-i" i.op.tt Allen'6 Auto -supply if and when he ever

i"".i""" the -irr"rr"r"" money' The. rc-laimant' however' has

received no indi cat io.,^"t-htt [i"i money is forthcoming, tt :-1y--:iT:
"oorr, nor has he received any indication that the money ls
forthcoming at al1'

In the Fourtinakis case, Board Decisj-on No' 8?0-BH-81' tshe Board

ii iip.irJ=arffi sEat;d thaE the teat as to wheEher a person

iu-" 
- -',irr.*proy"a *itrtit the meaning of section 20 (1) of !h"

i'iirvr""J - u"!mp1o1'ment rnsurance Law was whether or noE Ehat


